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1, Background and Introduction 
1. Both TAC and the CGIAR have expressed during their last meetingsthe 
need to consider alternative institutional models for international support 
to agricultural research. This need reflected the growing concern of TAC 
and CGIAR members regarding (i) the increasing costs of the IARCs; (ii) the 
need to give better recognition to the role of national programmes; 
(iii) the consideration of new initiatives in certain fields such as factor- 
oriented research, tropical vegetables for which the IARC model may not be 
* the most appropriate. TAC had also expressed the wish of discussing further 
the possibilities of sub-contracting research as an alternative in 
implementing the CGIAR objectives. 
2. While the CGIAR was willing to consider different institutional 
mechanisms for the implementation of new initiatives, the Group did not 
necessarily want to develop a fully coherent and self-contained system of 
international research institutions but rather to continue to fill gaps 
selectively. The Group was, however, seeking the advice of TAC on the 
type of system and pattern of institutions which would result from the 
addition of new initiatives and wished that this whole institutional 
pattern be considered while examining individual new proposals. 
3. 11 The Secretariat had prepared a note - which reviewed briefly a series 
of institutional models both within the CGIAR system and outside. Also 
relevant to the discussion was a review by the Secretariat of TAC discussions 
on various alternatives for international research on tropical vegetables z/. 
Some additional working papers had been prepared on individual institutional 
mechanisms describing their mode of organization, operations and financing. 
4. The Working Group met on 18 February under the Chairmanship of 
Prof. C.C. Thomsen, member of TAC. Drs. Blumenschein, Hirst, Ishikura, 
Sadikin and Trant, TAC members, and Dr. J, Coulter of the CG Secretariat 
participated in the discussion, 
5. The Working Group first reviewed briefly the CGIAR objectives and 
then the alternatives within the present CGIAR system, and the ways to 
improve the existing models. A discussion followed on other institutional 
models already considered by TAC but not supported by the CGIAR. Finally 
other institutional models which are working outside the CG system were 
considered. For each of these categories the Working Group attempted to 
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to identify the pros and cons of the institutions under consideration and 
their adequacy for different types of activities and subject areas. 
6. During the course of the discussion, the Working Group had thebenefit 
of a short presentation by Dr. Fenesan of the FAO Regional Office for 
Europe on the European cooperative networksin agricultural research. 
7. The duration of the meeting was too short to draw definite 
conclusions and recommendations. The Working Group, however, made a 
series of observations which are summarized below. The Working Group 
suggests that after further discussion, TAC may wish to recommend that 
these observations be elaborated and constitute a set of reference notes 
on each major institutional model which TAC and the CG could take into 
account when considering specific new proposals. 
2. The Objectives of the CGIAR and General Considerations 
8. Commenting on the stated objectives of the CGIAR, the Working Group 
noted the difficulty which the IARCs, TAC and CG members face in identifying 
gaps in research due to the lack of adequate information on ongoing 
activities by other national, regional and international institutions. It 
was felt that any improvement on the existing institutional system should 
provide for a better awareness of the ongoing activities. In particular 
TAC members should be better acquainted with the activities of the IARCs. 
More generally there should be a better information on the ongoing 
activities at national level throughout the system and on research priorities 
as seen by the national programmes. 
9. A major consideration in identifying new initiatives and selecting , 
the appropriate institutional model was the efficiency with which the new 
initiative would have an impact in LDCs and would also attract support 
from the CG donors. Continuity of support and of the research programmes 
was a major condition of the success of the CGIAR-sponsored activities. 
10. There was a general agreement on the need for a larger involvement 
of the national programmes of the LDCs at all the lev-,els in the CGIAR 
system, both within the existing institutions now financed by the CG and 
any other institutional model which may be used to implement any new 
initiatives. The exposure of national research workers of LDCs to 
international activities was a major factor in giving wider perspective and 
experience to their own research. . 
11. The Working Group also discussed whether different types of research 
would call for different institutional models, while most of the efforts had 
been concentrated so far on commodity oriented research this involved a number 
of activities in factor-oriented research l/ and, in an increasing manner 
in the older IARCs, basic research. 
l/ By factor-oriented research, it was understood research on production 
factors and not factors which play a supporting role on research such 
as taxonomic research. 
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12. It was recognized, however, that there were a number of grey areas 
and overlaps between different types of research (basic, mission-oriented, 
commodity, factor, system research) which had led TAC to examine priorities 
from various angles of the agricultural research matrix. The Working Croup 
therefore concluded that a pragmatic approach would have to be taken by 
considering individual proposals on their own merits rather than making 
general recommendations on the institutional models best suited for certain 
broad categories of research, 
13. It was also noted that the definition of research in the CGIAR 
objectives was very broad and encompassed the related aspects of training 
and technology transfer which may in some cases call for different 
institutional mechanisms. 
3'. The Institutional Alternatives within the Present CGIAR System 
3.1. The IARCs 
14. The IARC model is rightly considered as a most efficient mechanism 
to carry out international agricultural research. It was not clear, however, 
whether this efficiency should be measured by the impact of the technologies 
developed by the IARCs on food production or by the degree to which the 
national agricultural research programmes become self-relying. While several 
of the service functions of the IARCs (e.g. germplasm supply) should be 
continuing and possibly expanded, several other activities should be expected 
to be phased out gradually and taken over by the national programmes, 
including some aspects of basic research. 
15. Several of the functional problems of the IARCs did not necessarily 
call for institutional changes but rather for changes in the mandate and ' 
in the attitude of their personnel vis-z-vis the national programmes and 
also changes in the management of the cenfres and other components of the 
CG system. It was felt in particular that: some of the difficulties with 
the IARC model were due to the loose distribution of responsibilities among 
the CG members, TAC, the Boards and the Centre Directors and the resulting 
large degree of autonomy of the Centres. Nevertheless, steps were being 
taken now to strengthen the role of the Boards and tEat of TAC which could 
improve the functioning of the system without making institutional changes, 
and place more pressure on the Centres in implementing common policies. 
16. Some institutional changes might be necessary, however, for improving 
the procedures by which the beneficiary countries influence the policies, 
priorities and programmes of the IARCs. The Working Group felt that there 
was a need within each IARC for consultative mechanisms by which not only 
the specialized research workers in particular sectors in LDCs, but also the 
government officials responsible for agricultural research and development, 
- would have an opportunity to express their priorities and needs. Some of 
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these mechanisms already exist between the IARCs and their cooperators in 
narrowly specialized fields (e.g. the monitoring tours of coordinated 
trials). There was a need for similar consultations at a higher and broader 
(multisectoral) level either by commodity or by region involving both 
research scientists and administrators. These consultations may take 
place at regular intervals (every three years for example) by means of 
workshops or seminars, which would give to the LDCs a means of participation and 
sharing of responsibility in the shaping of the programme of the IARCs. 
17. The Working Group noted that such participation had been rather 
limited so far in the preparation of the long-term plans of the IARCs. 
It noted in particular that the presence of LDCs members in the Boards of 
Trustees and the use of consultants from LDC were not sufficient for this 
purpose as these people were acting in their personal capacity. Some 
mechanism for joint consultations with government officials was also 
felt necessary. 
18. Another problem with the present institutional mechanisms of the IARCs 
relatesto the geographical scope of their mandates: some aspects of these 
mandates are global in scope while other are regional, thus creating 
problems of overlap of responsibilities. Agreements between IARCs on 
their respective responsibilities at regional level had been slow to 
elaborate and to implement. TAC had various means at its disposal to 
speed up the process of harmonization of global/regional responsibilities. 
These included the quinquennial reviews, the stripe analysis and more 
recently the procedures used for consultation on upland rice involving 
experts, IARCs representatives and TAC members. The Working Group 
generally felt that TAC should become more active in this respect. 
3.2. Other existing institutional models within the CG system 
19. The Group had a brief consideration of WARDA noting that its inter- 
governmental council provided for a large degree of involvement and support 
from the participating countries. It also noted that W-ARDA had a 
decentralized programme which made use of existing research institutions 
in the regions as bases for the implementation of its coordinated trials 
and special research projects. 
20. IBPGR was different from the other preceding models in that its 
programme was implemented through other institutions (mostly by sub- 
contracts and agreements). This formula enabled the use of existing 
capacities (national and international) with a large degree of diversity 
and flexibiljty. There was, however, a danger that IBPGR might be seen 
as a financing agency whereas its main role should remain catalytic and 
technical. As IBPGR was unique in the system it was difficult to draw 
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general conclusions on this model in particular as to whether some of 
its difficulties were due to its management or to inherent problems of 
structure. 
21. Similarly the establishment of ISNAR and ICRAF was too recent to 
draw conclusions on their merits and disadvantages. It was noted, 
however, that ISNAR and ICRAF like IBPGR had been conceived as mechanisms 
which would formulate their programmes on the basis of specific local 
needs and requests. The mechanism and criteria by which programme 
elements or projects were selected and assembled were of course crucial 
in this type of institution. 
4. Other Alternatives already Considered by TAC 
22. TAC had considered the possibility of implementing some other 
programmes (water buffalo research, soyabean, vegetables), by strengthening 
some existing institutions and giving them an international mandate in 
implementing the whole or part of a common research programme. Two major 
concerns had arisen in this context. There was a risk of launching a 
programme which would lack the necessary focus and also a fear that each 
of the participating institutions might grow and become an international 
centre on the long run. Another problem was to avoid that the international 
programme be unduly influenced (or even absorbed) by the host institution 
in serving its own objectives. Conflict of priorities between the host 
institution and the international programme may also occur. Disparities 
in personnel salaries and other facilities may also create problems. 
23. The Working Group, however, saw merit in this type of mechanism when 
the host institution was a national programme of an LDC thus also helping to 
strengthen this institution and taking full advantage of its experience and 
facilities. This model was felt 'to be particularly appropriate when dealing 
with subject areas which called for limited activities at several sites 
covering a wide range of conditions. This,model was recommended only when 
the national programmes were considered to be sufficiently strong to host 
and support such programmes. 
24. It was noted that several IARCs were already using this type of 
mechanisms in their off-campus activities. A major difference was, however, 
that these supplemented the research work carried out on the main campus 
of the centres. Nevertheless, a wide range ofvariations could be considered 
between <the IARC model with a major central infrastructure of its own and 
other models of the type of IBPGR or even others which would essentially be 
based at and work through national institutions in LDCs. An essential 
consideratiork in the selection of these alternatives was the need to maintain 
the standards usually expected in international agricultural research. Another 
consideration was the necessity to ensure that the activities would remain 
sharply focussed on specific limited objectives. 
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5. Other Institutional Models 
25. The Working Group was also informed of the FAO European cooperative 
research networks which involve the voluntary participation of national 
institutions in common research programmes which are self-regulated and 
self-coordinated. Each network is made of several sub-networks on specific 
problem areas. Lead institutions ensure the coordination at sub-network 
and network levels under the overall guidance of the European Commission 
of Agriculture. The activities are financed by the institutions themselves 
but for the cost of coordination,travels and meetings which are borne by 
the FAO Secretariat. 
26. The Working Group recognized several attractive features in these 
networks in particular the involvement of participating institutions in 
shaping, implementing and assessing the programme. It also noted that 
several of these networkswere associating developing countries institutions 
not only in Europe but also from other regions. The Group felt, however, 
that this model would be difficult to generalize as there was a large 
disparity in the level, size and capacity of national research institutions 
in LDCs. 
27. The Working Group was also informed of the activities of IFS " and 
of the joint FAO/IAZA programme for the application of isotope techniques 
in agriculture. Contrary to the European networks these mechanisms provide 
grants for the participating institutions or research workers of LDCs which 
contribute to the programme. The programmes in these cases are somewhat 
broader and mostly serve as a framework of research objectives within which 
the participants undertake specific research activities which meet their 
own needs and interests. These research objectives are more broadly 
defined in the case of IFS, whereas the joint FAO/IAEA programme develops 
common methodologies for more narrowly focussed activities. 
6, Concluding Remarks 
28. Having made this brief review, the Working Group feels that the 
discussion of the pros and cons of different institutional alternatives 
should be pursued in TAC and lead to the preparation of some reference 
guidelines which conld help the Committee in considering the most 
appropriate mechanism for different new initiatives. The Group is 
convinced, however, that each case should be considered on its own merits 
and appropriate mechanism be selected which would best fit its particular 
objectives and purpose. 
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